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I.  SAMPLE 


A.       ORGANISATIONS  INTERVIEWED 


0  Twenty  organisations  were  interviewed  and  are 
listed  in  Exhibit  I-l  by  CPU  manufacturer.  The 
distribution  of  the  sample  by  CPU  manufacturer  was 
as  f ol 1 ows  : 

IBM  54%  (13) 

NAS  21%  (5) 

ICL  17%  (4) 

.        Amdahl  8%  (2). 

•  "Other"  includes  disk  and  tape  vendors  such  as  STC 
and  Memorex. 

1  Some  respondents  had  more  than  one   'brand'   of  CPU. 

§  .  The  distribution  of  the  respondent  samples  by  type 
of  business  is  shown  in  Exhibit  1-2  and  by  type  of 
equipment  in  Exhibit  1-3. 


B.  METHODOLOGY 

•        Telephone  interviews  were  virtually  impossible  to 
obtain  owing  to  the  lengthy  questionnaire,  the 
nature  of  the  subject  and  respondents'  general 
unwillingness  to  participate  because  of  'company 
policy'   e.g.  Lloyds  and  Barclays  Banks. 

0        A  mail   shot  of  162  large  systems  users  offered  a 
premium  for  a  completed  questionnaire.  Seven 
replies  were  received.     Thirteen  on-site  interviews 
were  conducted  at  an  average  time  of  li  hours.  A 
copy  of  the  questionnaire  is   included   in  the 
Append  i  x . 


EXHIBIT  I-l 

COMPANIES  INTERVIEWED 

Srf-J^  Babcock  Power  -  IBM 

5^^^-Bou1ton  and  Paul  -  IBM 

British  Aerospace  -  IBM 

BSC  -  IBM 

.64^-  U  n  i  V  eH'^-s4^y  -  'ftt~^ 

Co-op  Bank  -  IBM 

Cross  Computer  Group  Ltd                -  IBM  - 

General  Motors  Vauxhall  -  IBM/NAS 

GLC  -  IBM 

LA  Computer  Services  -  IBM/NAS 

London  Electricity  -  IBM 

Lucason  -  IBM 

Midlands  Electricity  Board            -  IBM/Amdahl 

OCL  -  NAS 

OCL/Texaco  ,     --M^SVIBM  hJ/^ 

RHM  Computing  -  NAS/IBM 

-R+m-frnrd'S'  -  -I-Ci--^-^ 

University  of  Leeds  -  Amdahl 

4j4W^/^T-^-}-^^^--af--0xf  tjrd  '  ICL  ^ 
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EXHIBIT  1-2 

Distribution  of  Respondents 
By  Business  Type 


Financial   2 

Man uf  ac tur i  ng   4 

Service    6 

Education/Health    3 

Governmen t/ Ut i 1 i ty       ..  3 

Transportation    2 
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II.     EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 


A.       KEY  CONCLUSIONS 

•        NAS  is  highly  regarded  in  the  UK  large  $ystem^ 
marketplace,  as  shown  in  Exhibit  II-l,  being 
regarded  best  of  all    (ICL,   IBM  and  Amdahl)  in^l_5^ 
of  25  of  the  most  significant  procurement 
parameters.  .-^ 

NAS  was  also  rated  better  than:  Gr^'^^ 
IBM  in  38%  of  the  parameters  "^"^ 
Amdahl   in  35%  of  the  parameters 

Users'   ratings  of  importance  in  37%  of 
the  factors. 

Performance  ratings  were  applied  by  specific 
users  of  that  equipment  e.g.  IBM  users  rated 
IBM  only  on  performance  whereas  perceptions, 
all   users  were  free  to  rate  all  vendors. 

NAS  is  perceived  to  be  better  by  all   users  than  by 
onlyNASusersinPrice. 

Loyalty  by  users  is  generally  good  but  they  like  to 
consider  others'   products  for  the  sake  of  com- 
parison.    There  is  not  a  strong  trend  towards  either 
(J  product  or  company  loyalty  applications.  About 

half  of  the  respondents  tend  to  be  loyal   to  the 
product  and  the  other  half  tend  to  be  loyal   to  the 
company. 

^ — t  ■ 

Twelve  )out  off  23yresponses  indicated  a  willingness 
"tTTTfiange  large  systems  vendors,   for  various 
reasonsincluding: 

'Putting  the  pressure'  on  IBM 
If  better  costs  were  resulted 
As  long  as  reliability,   availabilty  could 


r; 
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EXHIBIT  II-l 
NAS: 


Best 

Of 

All 


Worst 

Of 

All 


PERFORMANCE 

Loyalty  ^.   ^  ^ 

Price   

Reliability   

Performance   

Price/Performance   

Availability   

Compatal bi 1 i ty   

Hardware  Support    X^=^ 

Service  Organisation   

Stability   

Financial  Condition   

Support  Personnel   

Credibility    X 

Executive  Relationships  ..  X 

Salesmen   

Image   

Advertising   

Entertaining   

Product  Range    X 

PERCEPTION 


Reliability  

Price  

Performance   , 

Product  Range  ..... 

Image   , 

Marketing  Strength 
Personnel   , 


X  ^ 


Better 

Than 

IBM 


Better 

Than 

Amadhl 


Better  Better 
Than  Than 
ICL  Target 


X 
X 
X 
X 


N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 


Percent 


15%  8%         38%  35%       85%  37% 


-  6  - 


be  improved  and  compatibility  with  the 
existing  systems  sustained. 


The  other  11  responses  were  negative  about  trying  {/ 

new  large  systems  vendors  owing,   primarily,   to  the  ^^J2<^ 

fact  that  they  are  afraid  to  change.     That  is  the 

risks  of  such  might  be  larger  than  the  rewards. 


•        Pleasing  aspects  of  NAS  as  a  company  and  its  pro- 
ducts included  the  professional   and  confident 
nature  of  business  relationships  and  a  reliable 
product . 

IBM  users  were  mainly  pleased  with  the  support 
they  receive  from  IBM 


•        Irritating  features  of  NAS  included  a  lone  mention 
of  a  "love   'em  and  leave   'em"  attitude,  indicating 
an  absence  of  the  salesman  or  company  once  the  sale 
has  been  made. 


IBM  received  more  defined  complaints 
concerning  its: 


Bureaucracy 
I nf 1  ex i  b i 1 i  ty 
SI owness 

Lack  of  software  support 


§        Candid  remarks  from  respondents  concerning  what  it 
would  take  to  be  sold  and  consideration  of  changing 
vendors  are  summarized   in  Exhibit   II-2  and  II-3 
respecti  vely . 


RECOMMENDATIONS 


Based  upon  users  commentary,  ratings  and  percep' 
ticns,  NAS  should  organise  an  implement  a  major 
selling  compaign  against  ICL. 


NAS  should  capitalise  on  its  real  and 
perceived  strengths: 
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Hardware  support 
Credibility 

Executive  relationships 
Price 

And  cash  in  on  ICL's  weakness,   both  real 
and  perceived. 

Similarly,   separate  selling  campaigns  directed  at 
IBM  and  Amdahl   users  should  be  organised  and  imple- 
mented emphasising  the  relative  strengths  of  NAS, 
mentioned  above,  and  the  superiority  over  Amdahl 
and  IBM  as  shown   in  Exhibit  II-l. 

Prerequisites  for  further  penetrating  the  IBM  users 
include: 

Getting  to  the  decision  makers   (board  and 
di  rectors  usual ly ) 

Getting  and  keeping  their  attention  with: 

NAS  credi bi 1 i ty 
Better  price  etc . 
Confidence 

Stimulating  their  intellects  through  executive 
seminars  and  programs. 

It  is  important  to  note  users'  indications  con- 
cerning being  sold  or  persuaded  to  change  large 
systems  vendors,  namely: 


Also,   because  of  the  highly  regarded  customer  ser 


Better  pricing 
Compa t  i  b i 1 i  ty 

Reliability  and  availability  assurance. 
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III.   STUDY  FINDINGS 

A.  LOYALTY 

1.       LOYALTY  FACTORS 

§        Loyalty  parameters  and  rationale  are  described  in 
Exhibits  III-l  and  III-2.     Most  respondents  show 
loyalty  towards  their  vendors  but  will  usually 
consider  other  vendors'   quotes  for  new 
pr oc  uremen  t . 

Amdahl   users  show  the  greatest  degree  of 
loyalty. 

IBM  users  say  they're  not  really  loyal  but 
won't  change  vendors. 

NAS  users  demonstrate  a  healthy  loyalty 
average . 

§        Most  users  claim  their  loyalty  is  based  upon  past 

performance,   cost  effectiveness  service  and  support 
and  dependability.     A  few  respondents  describe 
loyalty  as  being  shaped  by  company  policy  or  that 
they  may  be  loyal   but  seek  other  bids  for  the  sake 
of  comparison  or  to  protect  their  investment  in 
hardware  and  software.     Exhibit  III-2. 

•        Exhibits  III-3  and  III-4  show  the  nature  of  product 
loyalty  in  terms  of  whether  the  association  with 
loyalty  is  company  or  product  related. 

There  is  not  a  clear  distinction  between  com- 
pany or  product  loyalty  as  an  equal   number  of 
mentions  for  company  and  product  were 
received. 

t        Rationale  for  loyalty  -  either  company  oriented  or 
product  oriented   shown   in  Exhibit   III-4,   is  closely 
related  to  overall   loyalty  (Exhibit  III-2)  as 
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'experience'   and   'performance'   received  the  most 
men t  i  on s . 

2.       PLEASURES  AND   IRRITANTS  WITH  PRODUCTS  AND  VENDORS 

•        Exhibits   III-5  through   III-8  summarize  users' 
feelings  regarding  products  and  vendors. 

Most  pleasing  vendors  attributes  including 
support  (IBM  users) 

NAS  users  mentioned  reliability,  personal 
relationships  and  support. 


Most  pleasing  product  attributes  were  perfor- 
mancenand  reliability,  mentioned  by  IBM  users. 
NAS  users  are  pleased  with  the  product's 
reliability,   performance  and  price. 

Sources  of  irritations  from  vendors  include 
sluggishness  and  inflexibility  by  IBM,   as  well 
as  support  which  was  also  mentioned  as  a 
pleasure. 

NAS  irritants  include  a  love   'em  and 
leave   'em  attitude  and   'none'  which  is 
si  gni  f i  cant. 

IBM  software  shows  up  as  a  product 
irritant. 

NAS  has  no  mention  for  product  irritants. 


3.       BUSINESS  RELATIONSHIPS 

•        Exhibit  III-9  shows  that  the  a v e-r^g^^'^uj^  of 
months  it  takes  for  a ^b^j^inrfe'ss  relationship  to 
exist  prior  to  an  pj^er  being  placed  is  13.8 
months.     I nt^nfaTl  1  y ,  within  the  user's  organisa- 
tion-jpfe^^akes  an  average  of  6.9  months  to  make  a 
^^te-ti  s  ion,  after  the  need  has  been  identified. 


B.       PURCHASING  TRENDS  AND  INFLUENCES 
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EXHIBIT  III-9 


Average  Length  of  yime 


Business  Relationship  ^'^tween  Vendor  and  Customer 
Existed  Prior  to  Cust/mer  Actually  Ordering 
Products  : 

13 . 8  months 


Time  Taken  to /Make  a  Decision  on  Purchases 


6 . 9  mon th s 
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TANGIBLE  PRODUCT  REQUIREMENTS 


Exhibits  III-IO  through  III-13  illustrate  the 
degree  of  importance  to  users  of  procurement  para 
meters  as  well   as  the  perception  of  how  well  the 
vendors  perform  against  the  standard  or  target. 

In  order  of  average  important  the  parameters 
ar  e : 


Rel i  abi 1 i  ty 
Pri  ce/perf ormance 
/- Avai  1  abi  1  i  ty 
Performance 
Compat  i  b i 1 i  ty 
Upgradeability 
Quality 
Price 

Environment 
Floor  Space 
Consul t i  ng  assi  stance 

NAS  receives  higher  ratings  than 

IBM  in: 

Pri  ce/perf ormance 
Perf orman  ce 
Price 

Rel  i  abi 1 i  ty 
Avai 1 abi 1 i  ty 
Qual i  ty 
Environment 
Floor  Space 
Consulting  assistance 

Amdahl  in: 

Compatibility 
Qual i  ty 


ICL  in: 


(9.8) 
(9.5) 
(9.0) 
(8.7) 
(8.5) 
(8.5) 
(8.4) 
(7.8) 
(6.1) 
(5.9) 
(5.4) 


All  factors  except  capability  and 
upgr adeab i 1 i  ty . 
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J  I  J  ^  ^    _j_  .J  ^  _j 
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Degree  of  Importance  Degree  of  Performance 

TARGET  By  Current  Vendor (s) 


(l=low,10=extremely  high)  (l=poor , lO=excellent) 
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Degree  of  Importance 

 TARGET  

(l=low,10=extreTiely  high) 


Degree  of  Performance 
By  Current  Vendor (s) 
(l=poor,10^xcel  lent) 
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TANGIBLE  SUPPORT  REQUIREMENTS 

•        Exhibits  III-14  indicates  the  importance  of  support 
requirements  to  users  and  their  perception  of  how 
vendors  perform  against  these  targerts. 

In  order  of  importance  the  factors  are: 

Hardware  support  (9.0) 
Software  maintenance  (7.9) 
System  consultancy  (6.1) 

NAS  is  judged  by  its  users  better  in  these 
areas  than  IBM  and  ICL  but  Amdahl   is  perceived 
to  be  better  than  NAS,   ICL  and  IBM. 

TANGIBLE  COMPANY  REQUIREMENTS 

§        Exhibits  III-15  through  III-17  show  the  relative 

importance  to  users  of  certain  company  factors  and 
their  opinions  of  how  vendors  perform  against  these 
targets. 

t        In  order  of  performance  the  company  factors  are: 


Service  organisation 

(8. 

8) 

S tab  i 1 i  ty 

(8. 

7) 

Financial  condition 

(8. 

4) 

Post  sales  effort 

(7. 

8) 

Range  of  products 

(7. 

2) 

Size  of  Company 

(6. 

4) 

Pre  sales  effort 

(6. 

4) 

Location  of  company 

(5. 

8) 

0  NASisratedbetterthan: 
IBM  in: 

Pre  sales  and  post  sales  effort  (slightly 
better) 

ICL  in: 

Service  organisation 
Stability 


Degree  of  Importance        Degree  of  Performance 

TARGET  By  Current  Vendor! s) 

l=low,10=extren)ely  high)    (l=poor7ro~excel  lent) 
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Degree  of  Importance        Degree  of  Performance 

TARGET   By  Current  Vendor(s) 

(l=]owVTO=extre.Tiely  high)    (l=poor,10=excel  lent) 
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Financial  condition 

Pre  and  post  sales  effort 

f        Amdahl   ranks  highest  in  tangible  company  factors. 

4.  INTANGIBLE   PRODUCT  REQUIREMENTS 

•  The  effects  of  equipment  (noise,  appearance,  etc) 
on  employees  and  customers  .s  judged  as  shown  in 
Exhibits  III-18. 

•  NAS  received  lower  rates  in  these  categories  which 
are  ranked  by  users  as  having  moderate  importance. 

5.  INTANGIBLE  COMPANY  REQUIREMENTS 

i        Exhibits  III-19  through  III-22  show  the  relative 
importance  of  intangible  company  attributes  and 
users'   ratings  of  individual   companies  against 
these  targets. 

§        In  order  of  importance,   the  factors  include: 


Support  personnel 

(8. 

4) 

Systems  personnel 

(8. 

1) 

Comm  un  i  c  a t  i  on 

(8. 

1) 

Credibility 

(7. 

5) 

Reputation 

(6. 

9) 

Least  amount  of  bother 

(6. 

7) 

Executive  relationships 

(6. 

6) 

Sal esmen 

(6. 

6) 

Image 

(5. 

5) 

Vi  s i  bi 1 i  ty 

(4. 

8) 

Advertising  (2.9) 
Entertainment  (2.6) 


NAS  scores  better  than  IBM  in  the  following 
categories: 

Executive  relationships 
Comm  un  i  c  a t  i  on  s 
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Systems  personnel 

Style  and  frequency  of  entertainment 
Least  amount  of  bother 
Credibility 

0        NAS  outranks  Amdahl   and  JSAr^Xxf-. 

Executive  relationships  (both) 
Support  personnel  (ICL) 
Systems  personnel  (ICL) 
Communications  (ICL) 
Reputation  (ICL) 
Image  (ICL) 
Credibility  (both) 
Least  amount  of  bother  (ICL) 

6.  THE  ROLE  OF  THE  DATA  PROCESSING  BUYER/INFLUENCER 

•  Exhibit  III-23  shows  that  availability  is  the  most 
mentioned  role  of  a  data  processing 

buyer/i nf 1 uencer ,  followed  closely  by  economy  ad 
sound  growth. 

7.  EXTERNAL   ISSUES  AND  FUTURE  REQUIREMENTS 

•  Nationalism  and  technology/state  of  the  art  are  two 
important  internal   issues  which  influence 
purchasing  behaviour,  as  shown   in  Exhibit  III-24. 

•  Users  predict  that,   in  the  future,   support  and 
attention  to  users,   reliability  and  de 1 i verab i 1 ty 
will   become  important,  as  shown  in  Exhibit  III-25. 

C.       ACQUISITION  PROCESS 

1.       PERSONNEL   INVOLVED   IN  DATA  PROCESSING  PROCUREMENT 

f        Exhibits   III-26  and   III-27  describe  a  summary  of 
the  numbers  and  types  of  personnel   involved  in 
users'  procurements. 
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On  average,  4.8  people  are  involved  in  the 
purchase  decision. 

In  terms  of  levels  of  personnel   involved,  the 
data  processing  manager  is  most  often  men- 
tioned followed  by  directors. 

t        The  identification  of  the  need  for  data  processing 
products  is  most  frequently  recognised  by  the  data 
processing  manager  (with  his  department). 
Sometimes  a  team  helps  identify  these  needs. 

f        Most  often,  the  data  processing  manager  recommends 
the  solution  to  the  need. 

0        Approvers  or  deciders  in  the  purchasing  decision 
most  frequently  include  directors  and  boards  of 
directors. 


CONSULTANTS  AND  POLICIES 

0        Most  companies  do  not  utilise  consultants  in  the 

procurement  of  additional  data  processing  products 
as  is  shown   in  Exhibit  III-28. 

t        Few  companies  above  set  procurement  policies  as 
shown  in  Exhibit  III-29. 


D.       MARKET  CHARACTERISTICS 

1.       PROPENSITY  TO  CHANGE  VENDORS 

0        Exhibit  III-30  shows  that  slightly  more  respondents 
are  willing  to  change  vendors  than  are  not  willing 
to  change  their  existing  vendors  of  large  systems 
eq  u  i  pmen  t . 

Cost  is  the  major  factor  in  willingness  to 
change . 

Respondents  unwilling  to  change  vendors  indicate 
that  they  are  satisfied  with  their  existing 
eq  ui  pmen  t/ suppl i  es . 
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Fear  of  changing  motivates  several   users  not 
to  change. 

2.       WHAT  USERS  SAY   IT  WOULD  TAKE  TO  BE   SOLD  ON  ANOTHER 
VENDOR 

•        According  to  Exhibit  III-31  factors  users  claims 
are  considerations  for  changing  vendors  include: 

Price/performance 
Price 

Compat i  bi 1 i  ty 

New  of  different  product  offerings 

USERS  CONSIDERATIONS  OF  BUYING  FROM  PCM'S  AND 
LARGE  SYSTEMS  VENDORS 

0        Exhibit  III-32  shows  that  respondents  are  more  apt 
to  buy  from  PCM  '  s  and  other  large  systems  mainframe 
vendors  than  not  by  a  margin  of  17-3. 

0        The  most  frequenctly  mentioned  condition  for  buying 
from  this  group  is  that  it  must  be  a  good  deal  for 
the  buyer.     Compa t ab i 1 i ty ,  cost  and  performance  are 
also  key  conditions. 

E.       PERCEPTIONS  OF  VENDORS 


1.  PRODUCT  RANGE   (EXHIBIT  III-33) 

0        The  perceptions  of  product  range  puts  NAS  3rd 
behi  nd  IB ,  and  Amdahl . 

0        Actual   users  rate  NAS  below  Amdahl,   IBM  and  ICL  in 
terms  of  product  range   (Exhibit  III-15). 

2.  PRODUCT  PERFORMANCE   (EXHIBT  III-34) 

0        The  perception  by  NAS  and  non  NAS  users  of  NAS  pro- 
duct performance  is  better  than  Amdahl  and 
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non-Amdahl   users  for  Amdahl   product  performance. 

0        NAS  product  performance  perceived  rating  is  only 
exceeded  by  that  of  IBM. 

0        Actual   users  of  each  respective  product  rate  Amdahl 
slightly  higher  in  product  performance.  Exhibit 
III-IO. 

PRODUCT  RELIABILITY   (EXHIBIT  III-35) 

f        Only  IBM  scores  better  than  NAS  in  product 
rel i  abi 1 i  ty . 

•  It  is  interesting  that  NAS  ranks  above  Amdahl  in 
product  reliability  perception  users  and 
non-users,  while  actual   users  of  Amdahl   and  NAS 
rank  Amdahl   ahead  of  NAS  (Exhibit  III-ll). 

PRICE   (EXHIBIT  III-36) 

f        IBM  and  NAS  share  equally  adequate  tending  towards 
good  ratings  above  the  rest  in  perceptions  of 
price. 

•  NAS  users  think  that  NAS  is  better  regarding  price 
than   IBM  users   (Exhibit  III-IO). 

IMAGE   (EXHIBIT  III-37) 

•  NAS  image  as  perceived  by  most  respondents  is 
second  only  to  IBM's  whereas  actual   users  of  IBM 
and  Amdahl   rate  their  respective  vendors  above  the 
rating  of  NAS  users  for  NAS. 

MARKETING  STRENGTH   (EXHIBIT  III_38) 

•  NAS  perceived  marketing  strength  falls  below  that 
of  IBM  and  Amdahl . 
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7.       PERSONNEL   (EXHIBIT  III-39) 

0        The  perception  of  NAS  personnel   is  higher  than 
other  competitors  except  for  IBM. 
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APPENDIX   :  QUESTIONNAIRE 


QUESTIONNAIRE  -  YNAE 


I.      LARGE  SYSTEMS  BASE 


A.  What  is  your  hardware  configuration*,  both  that  currently  installed  and  that 
on  order? 


NUMBER 

OF  UNITS 

TYPE 

VENDOR 

MODEL 

INSTALLED 

ON 

ORDER 

VALUE** 

CPU 

MEMORY 

DISK 

TAPE 

II.    LOYALTY  PARAMETERS 

With  respect  to  existing  large  systems  vendors,  how  would  you  rate  your 
loyalty  to  them,    in  terms  of  length  of  relationship,  future  business  etc., 
and  why 

1  =  No  loyalty,  have  already  changed  vendors 

2  =  No  loyalty,  expect  to  change  vendors 

3  =  No  loyalty  but  won't  change  vendors 

4  =  Loyal  but  always  consider  other  vendors'  quotes  for  new  procurements 

5  =  Loyal  and  sometimes  consider  other  vendors'  quotes  for  new  procurements 

6  =  Loyal  and  never  consider  other  vendors'  quotes  for  new  procurements 

A.    Current  Vendor(s)  Loyalty  Factor  Reason 


For  this  purpose  a  large  system  is  defined  as  a  CPU  having  an  installed  (if 
sold)  value  of  1  Million  Pounds. 


Value  - 


Installed  past  24  months. 


-  2  - 


B.  Please  describe  your  loyalty  in  terms  of  the  relationship  between  the 
Company  and  its  products.    Loyalty  is  based  on: 

Reason 


50%  Company  /  50%  Product 
75%  Company  /  25%  Product 
100%  Company/  0%  Product 
25%  Company  /  75%  Product 
0%  Company  /100%  Product 


A 

B 

I 

I 

0 

N 

S 

M 

A 

B 

C 

L 

A 

I 

D 

S 

M 

L 

I 

S 

E 

A 

F 

V 

M 

H 

E 

E 

L 

T 
T 
I 

N 

s 

C.  What  pleases  or  irritates  you  about  your  current  vendor(s)  and  products: 
Vendor  Pleasure  Irritant 


Product  Pleasure  Irritant 


D.  Please  estimate  the  length  of  time  the  business  relationship  between  your 
firm  and  large  vendors  existed  prior  to  your  firm  actually  purchasing 
(leasing/renting)  from  them: 


Length  of  Business  Relationship  Prior  to  Purchase 


Vendor 
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III.  PURCHASING  TRENDS  AND  INFLUENCES 


A.  Requirements 

Please  rate  the  following  in  terms  of  importance  in  making  a  decision  to 
purchase  large  systems  and  the  performance  of  your  current  vendors. 

Requirement  Degree  of  Importance        Degree  of  Performance 

  To  You   By  Current  Vendor(s) 

(l=low,10=extreme]y  high)    (l=poor,10=excel  lent) 


1.    Tangible  -  Product 


A 

B 

I 

I 

0 

N 

S 

M 

A 

B 

C 

L 

A 

I 

D 

S 

M 

L 

"I 

S 

E 

A 

F 

V 

M 

H 

E 

E 

L 

T 
T 
I 

N 

S 

a.  Price  (absolute) 

b.  Performance 

c.  Price/ Performance 

d.  Compatabi 1 ity 

e.  Upgradeabi 1 ity 

f.  Reliability 

g.  Availability 

h.  Quality 

i.  Environment  . 
j.  Floor  space 

k.  Consulting  ability  to  help 

you  determine  needs 
m.  Other 


2.    Tangible  -  Support 

a.  Hardware 

b.  Software  Maintenance 

c.  System  Consultancy 


3.  Tangible  -  Company 

a.  Range  of  Products 

b.  Size  of  Company 

c.  Location  of  Company 

d.  Financial  Condition 

e.  Stabil ity 

f.  Service  Organisation 

g.  Pre  Sales  Effort 

h.  Post  Sales  Support 

4.  Intangible  -  Products 

a.  Affects  of  Equipment  on  Employees 

b.  Affects  of  Equipment  on  Customers 

c.  Other 
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5.    Intangible  -  Company 


A 

B 

I 

I 

0 

N 

s 

M 

A 

B 

C 

L 

A 

I 

D 

S 

M 

L 

I 

S 

E 

A 

F 

V 

M 

H 

E 

E 

L 

T 
T 
I 

N 
S 

a.  Executive  Relationships 

b.  Salesman 

c.  Support  Personnel 

d.  Systems  Personnel 

e.  Overall  Communication 

f.  Reputation 

g.  Image 

h.  Visibility 

i.  Advertising 
j.  Credibility 

k.  Least  amount  of  bother 

1.  Style  &  Frequency  of  Entertainment 

mc  Other 


6.    Which  of  these  requirements  come  to  mind  as  taking  a  lesser  or  greater 
priority  in  the  future  and  why? 


B.  Role 


What  is  your  most  important  role?  (e.g.  increasing  system  availability, 
reducing  costs  as  percentage  of  revenue,  etc). 


C.  External  Issues 

Please  state,  if  applicable,  which  and  to  what  extent  External  factors 
(nationalism*,  briefer  product  life,  changes  to  industry^  etc.)  have 
affected  your  perception  of  product,  vendor  and  your  procurement/decisi on  to 
buy. 


i.e.  Do  you  give  preference  to  indigenous  manufacturers? 
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A.  How  would  you  describe  your  company's  purchase  decision  process  for 
large  systems? 

Aspect  Comment 

1.  Number  of  people  involved  ^   

2.  Levels  of  people  involved  

3.  Length  of  time  involved   

4.  Policy  of  Company  to  buy  from 
certain  vendors 

5.  Open  Bidding   

6.  Vendor  or  consultant  recommendation   

7.  Other  :   

B.  Who: 

1.  Identifies  large  systems  need?   

2.  Recommends?   

3.  Makes  the  final  decision?   

C.  What  percentage  of  Large  System   

recommendations  or  decisions  are 

overruled  and  why?   

V.     PROPENSITY  TO  CHANGE  VENDORS 

A.      How  would  you  characterise  your  Company's  propensity  to  change  large 
systems  vendors. 

Degree  of  Change 
Type  Reason  Partial  Compl ete 

1.  Unwilling      

2.  Willing       


B.     What  would  it  take  for  your  company  to  be  "sold"  (i.e.  buy  something 
from)  on  another  vendor? 
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VI.  VENDOR  PERCEPTIONS 

A.      Please  give  us  your  impression  of  the  following  companies  and  their 
capabil ities. 

(1-unknown,  2=unacceptabl e,  3=fair,  4=adequate,  5=good,  6=excellent) 


CAPABILITY 

COMPANY 

•J 

BASF 

1. 

» 

H  :  . 

ICL 
\  (UK  only) 

CO 

OLIVETTI 
(Italy 
1  only) 

SIEMENS 
(Germany 
only) 

1.  Product  Range 

2.  Product  Performance 

3.  Product  Rel iabi 1 ity 

4.  Price 

5.  Company  Image 

6.  Marketing  Strength 

7.  Personnel 

B.      Would  you  consider  buying  any  future  requirements  from  any  of  these 
firms  which  are  not  currently  suppliers  to  you?    Why  or  why  not? 


THANK  YOU 


1^ 


